3
As researchers and practitioners in the field of adventure (our term -Collins & 1 or action (their term, which we will use throughout this paper) sports, we were 2 interested to read the paper on the role of the coach and the use of problem based learning by 3 Ojala and Thorpe (2015) . We concur with their statement on the "unique value systems" 4 which athletes may hold and also that "not all action sport athletes pursue careers via 5 competition" (op cit., p. 65). Indeed, this was a crucial part of our own argument in 6 examining the important influences of social milieu and culture in the support approaches 7 used with performers (Willmott & Collins, 2015) . It is essential that the social and cultural 8 context of a sport is carefully considered when developing appropriate support structures.
9
Indeed, the structures and systems around coaching are themselves a social and cultural 10 setting; a consideration when deciding on the optimum pathway for coach development, 11 methodology and deployment (Stoszkowski & Collins, 2014) .
12
However, we do not agree and must take issue with the positions espoused in other 13 aspects of their paper. Specifically, we feel that the picture presented of performer 14 perceptions is limited and that the presentation of Problem Based Learning (hereafter PBL) 15 lacks balance or criticality and misses an essential point of good coaching. We contend that 16 good coaching is a decision making game (cf. Abraham & Collins, 1998 , 2011 Collins & 17 Collins, 2014, in press), and is holistic and inclusive in its methodology; in short, a single 18 method of coaching is almost inevitably flawed for some purposes and the fundamental of 19 good practice is the ability to select the right tool, at the right place and the right time to 20 develop an individual performer. Accordingly, we present a short treatment of our counter 21 position, in an attempt to stimulate debate.
22

Counterpoint 1: Role of Coaching and Coaches in Action Sports
23
We would be very interested to know which athletes made up the sample that the paper refers work with in action sports. This is a long way from the "traditional, authoritarian" style 51 which Ojala and Thorpe mention (p. 66) but which we have yet to observe in a high 52 performance, action sports context. Based on our experience it simply wouldn't be tolerated 53 and certainly would not be effective.
54
We were also interested to note that "if the coach is to be taken seriously with respect 55 to enhancing snowboarding skills, he or she must have personally experienced and 56 successfully performed the skills they are teaching" (p. 66). Our experiences of working with coach in any activity is to enable performers to exceed their own achievement. We would 62 balance this with our own research highlighting that, in some action sports being undertaken 63 for non-competitive participation, the coaches' developmental role is underpinned by a 64 personal ability in the activity and environment for safety and contextual reasons. This 65 personal ability is driven by a safety imperative and contextual driver, however; namely, the 66 coach is traveling with the action sports participants into remote locations, providing a 67 practical safety provision and coaching in context, (this differs from a purely guiding role).
68
Our original point remains, however; any sport relies on coaches who can develop levels of 69 skill higher than their own.
70
Counterpoint 2: The Uncritical and Sole Promotion of PBL
71
An effective coach will make use of a wide variety of coaching styles, using The 'take home' being that, in fact, PBL does not meet everyone's needs all of the time.
88
More importantly, the question of efficacy of PBL as a pedagogy also has to be 89 considered. PBL potentially falls into the trap of being a fashion despite its 50 year history.
90
We feel that this is an unwelcome tendency in coaching and education. Notably, Newman
91
(2003) reduces these criticisms to a lack of high quality evidence, doubtful experimental 92 design and the nuances of PBL in its application. The lack of empirical evidence necessitates 93 greater research rather than assumptions on its validity in regard to PBL and its relevance and 94 value in action sports coaching. The nuances associated in its application demonstrates a need 95 for judgement and decision and supports our contention earlier that action sport coaching, in 96 fact all coaching, is a PJDM based activity. 
Conclusion
118
Action sports present the coach and research with a new array of challenges.
119
Developing a body of knowledge that relates to action sports is a common goal of both our We look forward to further research and debate in this area. 
